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House of Representatives 
The House met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MILLER of Florida). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 18, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable DAN MIL-
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Reverend James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er: 

As we come together for prayer this 
day, gracious God, we ask Your bless-
ing upon us and upon all people. We 
know not the petitions of each person, 
and we know not all the needs. Some 
seek healing and some seek a new di-
rection; some seek renewal and a great 
vision; and some seek peace for a trou-
bled soul. Whatever the need, O God, 
and whatever the circumstance, You 
have promised to be with us and bless 
us. For all Your blessings in our lives, 
we offer this prayer of thanksgiving 
and praise. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-

NER) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. FILNER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 3565. An act to amend Part L of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate passed a bill of the following 
title, in which concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1525. An act to provide financial assist-
ance for higher education to the dependents 
of Federal, State, and local public safety of-
ficers who are killed or permanently and to-
tally disabled as the result of a traumatic in-
jury sustained in the line of duty. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1605) ‘‘An Act 
to establish a matching grant program 
to help States, units of local govern-
ment, and Indian tribes to purchase 
armor vests for use by law enforcement 
officers.’’. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 103–227, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore and upon the recommendation 
of the Majority Leader, appoints the 
following individuals to the National 
Skill Standards Board: 

Jon A. Reeves, of Mississippi, Rep-
resentative of Business; 

Ronald K. Robinson, of Mississippi, 
Representative of Labor; and 

Earline N. Ashley, of Mississippi, 
Representative of Human Resources. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 102–246, the 

Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead-
er, in consultation with the Demo-
cratic Leader, appoints Bernard 
Rapoport of Texas to the Library of 
Congress Trust Fund Board for a term 
of 5 years. 

The message also announced that in 
accordance with sections 1928a–1928d of 
title 22, United States Code, as amend-
ed, the Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, appoints the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) as a mem-
ber of the Senate Delegation to the 
North Atlantic Assembly during the 
Second Session of the One Hundred 
Fifth Congress, to be held in Barcelona, 
Spain, May 22–27, 1998. 

f 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO 
COMMISSION ON ADVANCEMENT 
OF FEDERAL LAW ENFORCE-
MENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of Section 
806(c)(1) of Public Law 104–132 and the 
order of the House Thursday, May 14, 
1998, the Speaker on Friday, May 15, 
1998, did appoint the following Member 
on the part of the House to the Com-
mission on the Advancement of Federal 
Law Enforcement to fill the existing 
vacancy thereon: 

Mr. Robert E. Sanders of Florida. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EDWARDS addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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THANKS TO MEMBERS FOR HELP 

WITH FREEDOM FROM RELI-
GIOUS PERSECUTION ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WOLF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
the House of Representatives passed 
the Freedom From Religious Persecu-
tion Act, H.R. 2431, by an over-
whelming vote. 

I wanted to share with my colleagues 
a letter from Wei Jingsheng, one of 
China’s most noted political dissidents, 
who was watching in the gallery the 
vote and who was also watching on tel-
evision in another Member’s office, 
who said that the vote on H.R. 2431 
was, and I quote, ‘‘a blow sent to op-
pression and a vote for freedom.’’ He 
went on to say, ‘‘I am encouraged by 
the friends in the United States Con-
gress and it gives hope to all those 
struggling on behalf of Chinese.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I want to personally 
thank the 375 Members who helped 
send this message of hope. 

But, passing H.R. 2431 in the House of 
Representatives would not have been 
possible without the help, though, of 
many, many people. I want to take this 
opportunity to thank the men and 
women here on Capitol Hill who 
worked long and hard to move forward 
this bill. I am grateful for their dedica-
tion. 

I would especially like to thank 
Steve Rademaker, Chief Counsel of the 
House Committee on International Re-
lations; Joseph Rees, Staff Director 
and Chief Counsel on the Sub-
committee on International Operations 
on Human Rights; Brian Gunderson, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for the Majority 
Leader; Heidi Stirrup, Policy Advisor 
to the Majority Leader; and Gardner 
Peckham, Foreign Policy Advisor to 
the Speaker. 

I also appreciate the tireless efforts 
of Carolyn Bartholomew with the office 
of the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI), Bob Zachritz with the of-
fice of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HALL), and Steve Golob and Rick 
Kessler with the office of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN), 
Mark Lagon with the office of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX), and 
Amos Hochestein with the office of the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GEJDENSON). 

Finally, I want to express my appre-
ciation to Anne Huiskes, my senior leg-
islative assistant, who has worked for 
over a year to bring this bill to the 
floor, pouring her heart and her soul 
into this effort to help make a dif-
ference in the lives of the persecuted 
people of all faiths around the world. 

I deeply appreciate all of the efforts 
of the many people, some named and 
many more unnamed, who helped pass 
this important piece of legislation on 
behalf of those around the world who 
really have no other voice. 

As Wei Jingsheng said, passing H.R. 
2431 sent a positive message to op-

pressed people everywhere. Your work 
here in the Congress helped send this 
message, and I am truly grateful. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF). He has thanked a lot of people, 
and I think people across America and 
around the world should know that a 
piece of legislation like this does not 
just come about without persistence, 
without passion, and without leader-
ship. 

In the 6 years that I have been here, 
he has led the way, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. WOLF), for speaking 
about human rights and preservation 
of human rights, freedom from reli-
gious persecution, all over the world. 
We are grateful for him and for his 
leadership. This would not have passed 
without him, and we are all grateful to 
him. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

f 

VIOLATION OF RIGHTS OF CHAP-
LAIN WILLIE WILLIAMS AND 
COMDR. CHERYL WASHINGTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH) spoke 
to us in this Chamber about the unfair 
treatment of two dedicated Navy offi-
cers, Chaplain Willie Williams and Lt. 
Commander Cheryl Washington. Sim-
ply stated, this case is a tragedy. It is 
a tragedy in all aspects. 

The first tragedy was the heinous as-
sault, a gang rape, that occurred at 
Miramar Naval Air Station in San 
Diego. Lives have been altered, 
changed and ruined. And only through 
tremendous faith and human will can 
this incident, this crime, ever be reck-
oned with and overcome. 

The next tragedy was the treatment 
of a Navy Chaplain who only wanted to 
tell the truth. Someone who only tried 
to do what was right and just. Someone 
who saw wrong and tried to right it, 
who tried to make sure that justice 
prevailed. Yet, he also became a vic-
tim. 

The next tragedy, the one that is 
most disappointing, the one I hope that 
can be rectified, is the tragedy of the 
response of the United States Navy. 

The brave men and women of our Na-
tion join the military services for 
many different reasons. Some join be-
cause they want an education, and they 
see the military as a way to break the 
bonds of poverty and to better them-
selves. Some join because they seek an 
adventure, an adventure that is not 
available to them in the small town 
where they live, or the crime-ridden 
streets of their city, or the mundane-
ness of their neighborhoods. 

Some join to ‘‘be all that they can 
be.’’ They want to prove to themselves 
that they are able to meet the phys-
ical, mental, and emotional challenges. 
Others join because they want to be-
long to a group, a group that has a pur-
pose. There are as many reasons to join 
our Nation’s military as there are peo-
ple who have signed up. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one underlying 
reason that is shared by all the en-
listed personnel and officers who cur-
rently serve, who have ever served, and 
who sit today at a school desk and 
dream of serving. They all love this 
country, and they all want to see that 
America stays strong, independent and 
free. They all believe that they can 
make a difference in this country and 
that their best opportunity for making 
that difference is through serving our 
country by helping to defend it against 
aggression. 

That is why this case is so sad and 
heartbreaking. 

Chaplain Willie Williams, Lieutenant 
Commander Cheryl Washington, and 
scores of others have been let down, 
have been treated unfairly and un-
justly, have been abused, and have been 
betrayed. They have been betrayed by 
the people who they served with, the 
people they trusted to do what was 
right, the people they willingly allowed 
to lead them, whom they willingly 
would follow into battle. If this con-
tinues much further, Mr. Speaker, they 
will have been betrayed by the institu-
tion that they loved, the United States 
Navy. 

I was first contacted by Chaplain 
Willie Williams in January of this 
year. He had some very serious allega-
tions to make. He claimed that a 
young woman had been sexually as-
saulted numerous times and that, when 
he reported this, he himself became the 
subject of investigation, and that the 
subsequent investigation was con-
ducted with a complete lack of integ-
rity, thoroughness, and efficiency. 

I found this allegation, Mr. Speaker, 
very troubling. I represent a ‘‘Navy 
town.’’ Many of you in this body have 
made official trips to San Diego to re-
view our naval facilities there. There is 
no better Naval port in the world and 
no place where the quality of life for 
the men and women serve in the Navy 
is better. Thousands of Navy personnel 
retire to San Diego. In short, the Navy 
has been good to San Diego, and San 
Diego has been good to the Navy. 

Whenever I am approached by anyone 
who tells of a Navy injustice, I tend to 
be skeptical. I want to believe the 
Navy, Mr. Speaker; but, with this case, 
there is something that was just not 
right. There was something that did 
not ring true. 

I hope that this case is not over. 
Chaplain Williams has been court 
martialed. But he tried to do the right 
thing. He tried to stand up for fair 
play, he tried to stand up for justice, 
and he tried to stand up for the truth. 
I hope the Navy has not ignored these 
and chosen to follow a path that is lit-
tered with racial discrimination, yes, 
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Mr. Speaker, cover-up and vindictive-
ness. 

Mr. Speaker, I call today on Navy 
Secretary Dalton, as did the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), to personally 
review this case and be sure that no 
stone is left unturned, that every step 
is taken to ensure that it is a road to 
justice that is traveled by our very own 
United States Navy. 

f 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to rise today to speak on 
behalf of a subject that this Congress 
will address this week and probably 
even after we come back from the Me-
morial week break. The subject that 
we are going to address that I think is 
very important to the American voter 
is campaign finance reform. 

Day after day, we see stories reported 
in the national media about the abuses 
of the last election on both sides of the 
aisle in the enormous and consistent 
chase of soft money. 

I know the American people who hear 
these terms, probably their eyes glaze 
over and say, what are you talking 
about in soft money? The soft money 
we are speaking of is simply in the 
terms of the $100,000, the $200,000, or 
even the $1 million contribution that 
flow into the national political parties 
from corporations, from labor unions, 
and from wealthy individuals. 

Ever since going back, really, to the 
early part of the 19th century or this 
century, we have banned corporate 
money and labor union money to indi-
vidual candidates. Yet, even though an 
individual Federal candidate cannot re-
ceive the corporate or labor money, 
that same money can flow in under 
court decisions to the national parties 
to be used for campaign type ads that 
affect our elections and affect can-
didates. So that is the soft money loop-
hole that people speak about. 

Particularly this last election, we 
saw a chase as we have not seen before 
in our campaigns where our national 
parties and our Federal candidates pur-
sued this soft money, the huge con-
tributions. It had a greater impact 
than ever before. So that points up the 
need for campaign finance reform. 

People ask me, why in the world are 
you being involved in this issue in the 
United States Congress? To me, it is 
very simple. It is the fact that, during 
my campaign, people asked me on the 
campaign trail, what are you going to 
do about reforming our campaign fi-
nance system? 

b 1215 

I took the position, because I be-
lieved in it, that we ought to ban soft 
money to our national political par-
ties, because of the abuses that we 

have seen. I believe that once you 
make that pledge, you ought to have 
the same position in Congress, so I 
have stayed committed to that. 

While we first came here as freshmen 
members of this great body, I met with 
my colleagues from across the aisles, 
the Democrat freshmen, headed up by 
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. TOM 
ALLEN), and then others on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, the gentleman 
from Montana (Mr. RICK HILL), the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. MERRILL 
COOK), the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KEVIN BRADY), and others who worked 
diligently crafting a bipartisan bill on 
campaign finance reform that does not 
try to do damage to the other side but 
tries to keep a level playing field, so 
we can have a bill that will be con-
stitutional, that would stop the great-
est abuses, and then would be meaning-
ful reform. 

That is what we crafted after 5 
months of diligent work. We came up 
with this bill, and now it is the leading 
bipartisan bill on this floor. We have 
over 75 cosponsors to this legislation. 

I am very grateful to the Republican 
leadership who designated the fresh-
man bill, the Bipartisan Campaign In-
tegrity Act, as the bill that would 
come forward to this body this week as 
the base bill to engage in the debate on 
campaign finance reform. 

As it comes to this body, it will be 
subject to amendments. It will be sub-
ject to different substitutes that will 
be offered. I think this is good. It is a 
very open process. It is one that every-
one can participate in, present their 
ideas on campaign finance reform. We 
cannot guarantee the result. That 
assures that it is going to be a very 
democratic process. 

After we engage in this debate I hope 
the American people will be engaged 
and they will call their representa-
tives, and that they will express their 
views as to what represents the appro-
priate change that we should have. 

The Bipartisan Campaign Integrity 
Act will be presented this week on the 
House floor. We will start debate. 
Again, there will be amendments that 
are offered. Let me explain basically 
what this bill does, because it is very 
simple. It is straightforward, but it is 
very substantial reform. 

First of all, this bill bans soft money 
to the national political parties, again, 
the greatest source of abuse. There are 
those who say, well, it will just simply 
flow to the State parties at that point. 

We do not believe, under the tenth 
amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, that the Federal Government 
should federalize all of the elections, 
because if you have an election in Ar-
kansas or in Oklahoma or in Pennsyl-
vania, you are going to have State can-
didates on the ballot and Federal can-
didates on the ballot, and we should 
not direct how every State party in the 
Nation handles money. I believe that 
the State laws should govern much of 
what happens at the State party level. 
So we address, as the United States 

Congress, the greatest abuse, the soft 
money, the abusive money that goes to 
the national parties, and we stop that. 

Secondly, we do set up the firewalls 
between the States that prevents this 
money from being transferred from 
State party to State party. Since the 
national parties cannot raise it, they 
cannot channel it down to the State 
parties. We also prohibit the Federal 
candidates or their agents from helping 
to raise that soft money, so this is very 
substantial reform when it comes to 
the abuse of soft money. 

The second thing we do is that we 
provide more disclosure for the can-
didates and for all of the different 
groups that are engaging in issue-type 
campaigns and information to the vot-
ers. That is what is important, so the 
candidates will reveal in a more timely 
way how they are getting their money 
and how they are spending it, so there 
is information to the public on what 
the candidates are doing. 

The next thing is information on 
what the issue groups are doing. We do 
not want to get into a constitutionally 
questionable area about where they get 
their money, but the people should 
know who is trying to influence the 
campaigns. Each of these groups, 
whether it is the AFL-CIO, the Right 
to Life, or the Sierra Club, or any 
other group that is out there, such as 
the Coalition for Better Government, 
who knows who they are? They should 
be able to say who they are and how 
much they are spending. 

This is not an infringement upon the 
first amendment, this is consistent 
with our freedom of speech in America, 
but it still provides wonderful, impor-
tant information to the electorate as 
to who is spending the money and who 
is trying to influence that campaign, 
who they are, and how much they were 
spending. 

The next thing we do is that we index 
contributions to the rate of inflation. 
Right now the individual contribution 
limit has been fixed since the early 
1970s. There has been no change in 
that. The fact that there has not been 
any change has allowed that individual 
contribution to be eroded by inflation, 
so what was a $1,000 contribution is 
now in effect a $300 contribution. So we 
strengthen the role of individuals by 
indexing their contributions to the 
rate of inflation. 

These are important reforms that the 
Bipartisan Campaign Integrity Act ac-
complishes. These will be the basic 
parts of the reform that will be pre-
sented to this body this week. 

Another way to express what we are 
trying to do is that we are trying to 
empower individuals in the election 
process. How do we empower individ-
uals? We empower individuals under 
this bill first of all by restraining the 
voice of big money interests; in other 
words, that is the ban on soft money. 
In order to strengthen the people’s 
voice, we have to restrain the big 
money interests in politics. In that 
way, it strengthens the voice of the in-
dividual. 
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I had a letter from a worker in my 

State who had worked hard for decades 
in building the party, in raising the 
small contributions, contributing the 
small contributions to the candidates. 
She wrote me a letter and said that it 
seems that that voice is being drowned 
out, the voice of the small contribution 
is being drowned out by the multi-
national corporations that are feeding 
our national political parties with lit-
erally millions of dollars of money. 
That was her impression. So if we re-
strain the big money interests, we em-
power the individual. That is what we 
are trying to do. 

Many times the opponents to reform 
cite the Buckley versus Valeo decision. 
It is the United States Supreme Court 
decision that talks about free speech, 
that talks about campaign reform. 
They were evaluating the reform that 
was passed in the 1970s. 

What the United States Supreme 
Court did in the Buckley versus Valeo 
decision was that it struck down limits 
on campaign spending, because spend-
ing was free speech. It struck down 
spending limits. Our bill does not do 
anything with spending. We do believe 
that it is appropriate that everyone 
spends money in campaigns because 
that is speech, that is free speech, that 
is first amendment privilege. 

But the United States Supreme Court 
also said that it was consistent with 
the first amendment to restrict, have a 
reasonable restriction, on campaign 
contributions, so that is why they 
upheld the $1,000 limit. It has been 
upheld, the corporate ban on contribu-
tions, and the labor union ban on con-
tributions. They upheld the political 
action committees. 

So there are reasonable restraints 
that can be made that are consistent 
with the first amendment. We restrain 
the voice of big money interests by 
limiting their contributions and their 
voice, and that strengthens and em-
powers the voice of the individual in 
American democracy. 

Another thing we do to empower in-
dividuals is to empower them with in-
formation. That is the disclosure provi-
sions, information as to where the can-
didates are getting their money, infor-
mation as to what the issue advocacy 
groups are doing, who they are and how 
much money they are spending; who is 
trying to influence the elections. 

A voter out there needs to be empow-
ered with that information to make 
good decisions on who they are going 
to vote for, who the special interests 
are, who is trying to influence that 
particular candidate, so we empower 
that individual with the information. 

Then we empower that individual, fi-
nally, by strengthening their voice, by 
strengthening their contribution, 
again, by indexing it to inflation, in-
creasing their voice, increasing the 
amount that they can contribute to a 
candidate. So you empower individuals 
in our system of democracy. I believe 
that is significant reform. It is sub-
stantial reform. It is important for the 
voice of democracy. 

What will happen down the road? 
What will happen if this is passed? If 
this legislation is passed by this body, 
first of all, I believe it gives tremen-
dous momentum for campaign finance 
reform over in the other body, the 
United States Senate. 

Secondly, besides giving that mo-
mentum, it will be held constitutional, 
because we have been careful to protect 
the first amendment, not to tread upon 
the rights of groups that are trying to 
influence the elections of this country, 
which is their first amendment rights. 
It will be held constitutional. I believe 
the President will sign it because it 
represents significant reform, so I 
think it can become law. 

Also, once this is passed, we will em-
power individuals in our system of de-
mocracy, and I believe we will 
strengthen the role of the political par-
ties. I am a former State party chair-
man, so I believe in political parties. I 
believe in their voice, and that their 
voice should not be drowned out. 

However, I do not believe we ought to 
nationalize everything; that there is a 
role of the State party, a role of the 
national party, and there should be a 
balance between those. Our bill 
strengthens individuals, strengthens 
the political parties, strengthens their 
voices, and is a balance between the 
role of the candidates and the role of 
the issue advocacy groups. It rep-
resents significant reform. 

Members might ask, is it a cure-all? 
Is this going to stop all the abuses? I 
am afraid it is not. Any law we pass 
out of this body, there might be some-
one who will sit and figure out exactly 
a way to get around or avoid it. We 
tried to eliminate those loopholes, but 
there is going to be a chance for reform 
down the road. 

In the 1970s, four campaign reform 
bills passed this body, passed the Sen-
ate, and were signed into law, four of 
them. It has been decades since. We 
have an opportunity now to pass an-
other law and have it signed into en-
actment. If we can do this, then it will 
set a pattern that, yes, we might want 
to review these laws again down the 
road. There might be some areas that 
the States need to address, but it is 
substantial reform. It is the first step 
to reform. It is reform that will give 
momentum to this effort and return 
democracy to the individual, and 
strengthen their role. That is what we 
want to accomplish. 

When we look at the people that sup-
port campaign finance reform, from 
both sides of the aisle, Democrats and 
Republicans, former Presidents, from 
Gerald Ford to George Bush to Jimmy 
Carter, all have said that we ought to 
ban soft money. We have academics 
who look at this and say we ought to 
do that, and that we can do it constitu-
tionally. Then we have leaders of re-
form, people from both sides of the 
aisle in this House, that support this. 

Sure, there are opponents of this. 
They are going to try to kill it at every 
turn, but I think we have a great op-

portunity in this body to give some-
thing to the American people to fulfill 
our responsibility to them, and to ful-
fill our promises to them. When we do 
this in a bipartisan fashion, they will 
believe that we have done something 
good. It will reduce cynicism in Amer-
ica, it will increase confidence, and I 
believe that it is the most important 
thing we can do for the American citi-
zens in this United States Congress. 

Therefore, I ask my colleagues to 
support the Bipartisan Campaign In-
tegrity Act. I hope that as we start this 
process, it will be an open and a fair 
procedure, one that we can say we are 
proud of; and that when we finish, 
when the day is done, we will say we 
have passed something that is good for 
the American public. 

f 

ONE OF AMERICA’S WORST 
NATIONAL SECURITY SCANDALS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 7, 1997, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROHRABACHER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
what started off as leaks about Amer-
ican corporations upgrading Com-
munist Chinese rockets and missiles is 
today emerging as one of our country’s 
worst national security scandals. 

What could be worse than American 
corporations using technology, paid for 
by the American taxpayer, to improve 
Communist Chinese missiles and rock-
ets so they will have a better chance of 
striking the United States with nu-
clear weapons? 

What is worse than having govern-
ment watchdogs go after companies en-
gaged in this betrayal of the American 
people, and to have the prosecution of 
those responsible undercut by an exec-
utive action taken by none other than 
President Bill Clinton? 

What is worse than to find out that 
the executive that gave the missile 
technology to the Communist Chinese, 
as well as the Communist Chinese 
themselves, I might add, donated a 
million dollars to the President’s re-
election effort at the time the missile 
deal was in play? 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have bent over backwards so many 
times to give their President the ben-
efit of the doubt. Many think the at-
tention paid to sex scandals swirling 
through this administration are a 
waste of time, even a joke, never mind 
that the liberal establishment de-
stroyed the career of Bob Packwood, 
Senator Bob Packwood from Oregon, 
just a few short years ago on allega-
tions which were far less than what 
now face the President; and they also, 
this same liberal establishment, tried 
just a few short years ago to destroy 
the career of Justice Clarence Thomas 
with charges far less significant than 
those that are now being made against 
the President. 
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Also I might add that a number of 
military careers have been destroyed 
by such sex scandals. Officers have 
been thrown out of their job, after 
serving many, many years with the 
military, by the claim that they must 
have the highest level of integrity, 
they must have the highest level of 
character, if they are to be trusted 
with the defense of our country, espe-
cially when it concerns nuclear weap-
ons. But the double standard at the 
very top, of course, is a bit over-
whelming, to say the least. 

Again, of course, the charges against 
the President now being investigated 
center on allegations that the Presi-
dent encouraged a young lady to lie 
under oath on a legal deposition, read 
that commit perjury. And, okay, it 
does go back to the sexual proclivities 
of the President and also, the Amer-
ican people admittedly are getting 
tired of seeing the pandering of the 
news media—— 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). The Chair would re-
mind the Member to refrain from mak-
ing personal references toward the 
President of the United States. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I was not 
aware that I was making personal ref-
erences to the President of the United 
States but, instead, about investiga-
tions into the President’s proclivities. I 
believe that any mention about inves-
tigations is certainly possible. I would 
like to know what Member is objecting 
to my words. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair took the initiative in this ref-
erence to the President. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I will take the 
Chair’s admonition and interest. 

We recognize that the media has 
trivialized the charges that have been 
made against the President and we re-
alize that perhaps the American people 
are getting sick and tired of hearing 
about charges that go back to sexual 
activities that the President may or 
may not have been engaged in. And if 
what Ken Starr has been investigating 
seems complicated and now trivial, let 
us not lose sight of the fact that some-
thing now is emerging in Washington 
that is not trivial, that does not deal 
with a sex scandal, that what we are 
seeing emerge about this administra-
tion’s dealings with the Red Chinese is 
both understandable and outrageous. 

In short, President Clinton’s White 
House has been in collusion with Amer-
ican high tech companies that have 
transferred to the Communist Chinese 
missile and rocket technology that in-
creased their capability of successfully 
launching a nuclear strike against the 
United States of America. So while the 
news media was paying attention to 
charges and investigations that may go 
back to the President’s sex life, let us 
not ignore or let us focus on something 
that everybody should be able to un-
derstand, the magnitude of which ev-

eryone should be able to understand, 
every man, woman and child in our 
country has been put at risk by actions 
of a few profit-oriented aerospace ty-
coons. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
gentleman would suspend, the Chair 
would like to request that the Member 
not refer to the President of the United 
States in the personal manner that he 
just utilized. The gentleman may pro-
ceed. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would appeal 
the ruling of the Chair if it says that I 
am not permitted—I do not know who 
is telling the Chair that no one is per-
mitted to talk about the policies of the 
President of the United States and use 
them as policies of the President of the 
United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was 
the references to the President’s per-
sonal conduct rather than the policies 
of the President. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Even if those 
personal positions are being inves-
tigated by a law enforcement agency? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, then I 
will refrain from that and I thank the 
Chair for pointing that out to me. I 
thought that referring to an investiga-
tion of the President in that area was 
permitted, and I will refrain from re-
ferring to that in the rest of my 
speech. Instead, I will refer to exactly 
what this speech is supposed to focus 
on and as only compared to those other 
items that I consider to be not under-
standable and trivial, but instead the 
fact that actions have been taken by 
this President that benefit aerospace 
tycoons that have put our country at 
risk. 

The President, this President, may 
well have squashed attempts to pros-
ecute people who have betrayed the 
safety and security of our country. 
This story started for me earlier this 
year when I first got wind of the assist-
ance being provided to the Communist 
Chinese missile and rocket program. 

As chairman of the space sub-
committee, it is part of my job to keep 
track of America’s space program. I 
am, in fact, as chairman of the space 
subcommittee, the point man in the 
House of Representatives in overseeing 
NASA and other space and technology 
budgets. I have, thus, some under-
standing of rockets and missiles that 
perhaps some others of our Members do 
not have. 

Several years ago it was argued that 
American satellites should be per-
mitted to be launched atop foreign 
rockets; that is, if the foreign cus-
tomer, which American companies 
were selling their satellites to, de-
manded that those launches be made to 
those foreign, be made on top of those 
foreign rockets. That request by Amer-
ican satellite manufacturers made 
sense. We were competitive with the 
British and French as well as the Rus-
sians and, when quality was put into 

the equation, we were far superior; 
meaning American rockets were far su-
perior to the Chinese long march rock-
ets, which is their standard rocket for 
the Chinese arsenal. 

So, thus, this Congress moved for-
ward with the President of the United 
States to make legal the launching of 
American satellites on top of foreign 
rockets but with great restrictions to 
be placed on those satellite launches so 
that there would be no technology 
transfer. 

As I say, I agreed with that position 
because I knew that once the long 
march rocket, which at that time was 
blowing up three out of four times, was 
used to put up an American satellite, 
people would soon see that it made no 
economic sense to use long march 
rockets. At no time did this Congress 
or anyone else ever suggest that Amer-
ican technology should be used to per-
fect Chinese long march rockets or to 
upgrade any Chinese missile system. 
But that is exactly what happened. 

When the Chinese rockets failed, as 
predicted, the Chinese rockets, as I 
say, would go up and they would ex-
plode, reminiscent of the American, 
early American rockets of the 1950s. 
And as predicted, they blew up, and at 
that point most of us believed that the 
launches of American satellites to set 
up things like a telephone system in 
China and such, which are totally jus-
tified sales of technology, that they 
would have to be launched on Amer-
ican rockets. Yet some high rollers in 
certain American aerospace companies 
decided to upgrade the capability of 
the Communist Chinese in their ability 
to launch those rockets without any 
consideration of America’s national se-
curity interests. 

What may have been given to the 
Chinese? What is it that we are talking 
about when we are talking about a 
rocket system, the long march rocket 
that used to blow up and was totally 
unreliable and now is a reliable rocket 
system? 

Well, what we gave them, what it 
looks like we may have given them, I 
should say, is missile command and 
control technology, missile guidance 
systems, stage separation technology 
and MIRVing technology. Dem-
onstrating just how far things have 
gone in perfecting the long march 
rocket, on May 2 of this year, two Mo-
torola satellites were put into orbit 
with one long march rocket. 

To explain the importance of this, to 
understand the importance of this, we 
need to look at what technology is 
needed to send two satellites up on the 
same rocket. 

First of all, those rockets were ex-
ploding. As one Motorola executive 
told me, Well, Mr. Chairman, as the 
rockets go up, they did not have the 
stage separation technology and they 
were blowing up when they were sup-
posed to separate. 

My reaction, of course, was, it is a 
very good thing that Red Chinese rock-
ets blow up. We like them to blow up. 
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We do not want them to have an effec-
tive rocket system. 

What it also tells us, the May 2 
launch, is, they have overcome that 
stage separation problem now. One 
long march rocket put two satellites 
up; the important phrase, ‘‘two sat-
ellites.’’ That means that the Red Chi-
nese now have MIRV capacity. They 
are utilizing MIRV technology. 

To put this in perspective, that 
means that the Chinese, before any 
policies laid down by the President or 
in support of these companies, before 
they had an unreliable rocket system 
that would blow up three out of four 
times, now they have a system that 
will launch into space not only one sat-
ellite but two. 

Now let us change the name. We are 
no longer talking about satellites. We 
are talking about nuclear warheads. 
The Chinese now, because it is the very 
same technology used to spit out those 
satellites, is the same technology that 
is used to spit out nuclear warheads. 
The Chinese now, using American tech-
nology, have the ability to launch, ef-
fectively launch nuclear warheads. And 
not just one warhead per rocket, they 
now have our MIRV technology that 
will permit them to launch numerous 
nuclear warheads at the United States 
per rocket, using our technology paid 
for by the American taxpayers. 

Where were our watchdogs? When all 
of this was happening, where were our 
watchdogs? Well, this did not pass the 
attention of many long-time pros over 
at the CIA and the State Department 
and U.S. Customs. Our watchdogs were 
actually on the job and could not help 
but notice that the Chinese capability 
in their launching of their rockets and 
missiles was improving dramatically. 
In fact, moves have been made by our 
watchdogs to bring charges against 
several corporations that may have 
transferred this American technology 
to the Communist Chinese. 

But in the midst of the preparation 
for bringing criminal charges, our 
President, President Bill Clinton, 
inexplicably issued two licenses that 
made it legal to sell that same tech-
nology to the Communist Chinese, un-
dercutting the potential prosecutions 
of those who had been engaged in sell-
ing the same technology to them be-
fore. 

This might be viewed as almost a ret-
roactive licensing or waiver for past il-
legal activities. This is something we 
need to, as a Congress, to look into ex-
actly what was behind that. When ex-
amining this issue, we need to also un-
derstand that the transfer of tech-
nology financed by the American tax-
payer is a double betrayal of the Amer-
ican people. 

First, let us understand that when 
you transfer American technology like 
rocket technology, American jobs are 
being destroyed and, second, our coun-
try is being put in jeopardy. 

First, what about the jobs? I rep-
resent an area in Southern California 
in which aerospace plays a major role 

in our economy. Tens of thousands of 
people make their living in the aero-
space industry. By transferring tech-
nology that was paid for by the tax-
payers to the Chinese so that launches 
will be given to the Chinese rather 
than to Americans, we are betraying 
everyone who works in our aerospace 
industry. 

When I say ‘‘we,’’ it comes down to 
some of the bigwigs in the aerospace 
industry who are not considering their 
employees and some as well in the ad-
ministration, the Clinton administra-
tion that are supposed to be making 
the decisions as to what is in the inter-
est of our country. But of course, our 
relations with China over these last 
five years have been based on transfer-
ring jobs and wealth from the United 
States to Communist China. 

b 1245 
How many people know that, when 

our companies are trying to sell a prod-
uct in China, they have to pay a 30 or 
40 percent tariff? The Chinese, on the 
other end, are flooding our markets 
with consumer goods and paying a 3 
percent or 4 percent tariff. This is no 
accident. This is no mistake. 

What does that do? That undercuts 
the ability of American companies, of 
American workers to do their job and 
to earn their living. So we have tariffs 
that are totally out of whack, and that 
is no accident. 

Then we have got OPIC, Export-Im-
port Bank, the World Bank and several 
other financial institutions that are fi-
nanced by the American taxpayer. And 
what do we have? We have the tax-
payer, again, subsidizing the building 
of a manufacturing plant in a Com-
munist country, especially Communist 
China, which is the biggest human 
rights abuser on this planet. 

Again, we have a policy that betrays 
the American people by taxing them in 
order to subsidize or guarantee loans to 
big corporations who will then build a 
plant in China to use slave labor, which 
will then be used to transfer goods or 
to sell goods to the United States, un-
dercutting our own working people and 
putting them out of a job. 

This is nonsense. This is bizarre. Who 
is watching out for the interests of the 
American people? Even environmental 
deals that we have been talking about, 
trying to set up environmental stand-
ards internationally, we managed to 
maneuver them and to work through 
problems and to negotiate. 

When all the smoke clears away from 
the negotiations, we find we have a 
deal in which China and several other 
countries are excluded from harsh re-
strictions that are put on our country, 
which means that, when people invest 
in the future, they will invest in China 
instead of investing in the United 
States. 

That is very predictable. No one can 
deny that. This is what will happen if 
these Kyoto treaties that we just nego-
tiated, when it is implemented, it is 
the most massive transfer of wealth 
from the United States to China. 

Why not? If you have so many re-
strictions in the United States and it is 
so costly to do business here, why not 
put your investment into China? Let us 
bend over backwards again and give 
those involved in this strategy the ben-
efit of the doubt of why it is happening. 
Let us say that we are going to give ev-
erybody the benefit of the doubt that 
these nonsensical and horrible policies 
have been brought about by the best of 
intentions. 

What they really want to do, or so 
they say, is to bring China into the 
family of nations. This is the way to 
bring China into the family of nations. 
Let us make China part of the global 
economy. The more business that we 
do with China, the more they are going 
to come and be more like western 
countries. 

This is, let us hug a Nazi, and he is 
going to come along and not be a Nazi 
any more. Let us trade with Hitler, and 
then he will not want to invade Poland. 
Let us make sure that the Communists 
and the Nazis and the fascists do not 
feel threatened, do not feel threatened 
by anything that we do. Let us give 
them all of our weapons or at least let 
us not build any new weapons and so 
they will know they have nothing to 
fear from the United States. 

This is the kind of nonsense that is 
at the basis of one of the worst betray-
als of the interests of the American 
people that I have seen in my lifetime. 
Massive transfers of wealth and tech-
nology, even weapons technology, to 
the worst human rights abuser and 
worst potential aggressor on this plan-
et. 

China, the Chinese dictatorship, 
could incinerate all of Tibet; and these 
nincompoops making these arguments 
would still be arguing that we have got 
to prove our sincerity and maintain 
this unequal trade relationship with 
the Chinese. 

In fact, the Communist Chinese are, 
at this moment, engaged in genocide 
against the people of Tibet, slowly but 
surely trying to replace them, totally 
replace them from that kingdom in the 
mountains overlooking India and 
China. 

But even those who espouse this non-
sense of encouraging an unequal rela-
tionship with China understand that 
this strategy does not excuse the trans-
fer of weapons technology and tech-
nology of mass destruction to the Com-
munist Chinese. 

One of the most disturbing tidbits of 
information that has been coming to 
the surface now that this issue is being 
focused on by some of us in Congress 
was the effort of the Loral Corporation 
to ship other sophisticated weapon sys-
tems over to the Communist Chinese. 

Even beyond the missiles and rock-
ets, when former Secretary of Com-
merce Ron Brown went to Communist 
China, he was accompanied by Loral 
CEO Bernie Schwartz, who carried with 
him a list that has been compared to a 
catalog of high-tech weapons put out 
by the James Defense Publishers. 
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I have a list here of some of the 

weapons that Loral suggested be sold 
to the Communist Chinese. They in-
clude Airborne Reconnaissance Cam-
eras, Weapon Delivery, Target Acquisi-
tion, Missile Guidance, Shipboard Tar-
get Acquisition, Radar Warning, Mis-
sile Warning, RF Jamming, IR Jam-
ming. 

Loral’s list proposed the sale to Red 
China, also included some of our most 
deadly weapons in our inventory, in-
cluding the AIM–9 Sidewinder, the 
massive missile artillery weapon 
MLRS, the Army’s newest antimissile 
missile, the ERINT, the antiaircraft 
missile Chaparral, and even the ad-
vanced unmanned air vehicle called the 
Predator. 

Loral also made sure that the list of 
ever-popular add-ons for jet fighters 
would include things such as laser 
bomb targeting pods, FLIR, Forward 
Looking Infra-Red, night vision and 
smart bomb targeting gear. 

This is only a partial list of what 
Loral apparently would like to have 
sold to Communist Chinese. 

Where would those weapons be used? 
First of all, I do not believe that it is 
justified for the United States to sell 
weaponry to any dictatorship. The Cold 
War is over. 

It is time for the United States to set 
a standard that, if a country is not 
ruled by a democracy, by the people 
themselves, if there are not democratic 
rights and people, and you have a small 
clique of dictators running a country, 
we should not be selling weapons to 
that government, because those weap-
ons will be used, among other things, 
to continue the suppression of their 
own people. 

But, also, we know that dictatorships 
are actually more inclined towards ag-
gression than are democratic coun-
tries. So we have here a company and 
maybe several companies that was 
seeking to make huge profits by selling 
sophisticated weapons to the world’s 
worst human rights abuser, what I con-
sider to be one of the world’s worst dic-
tatorships, even though it does permit 
our big boys to come in and make mil-
lions of dollars of profit if they can cut 
the right deal with the ruling clique. 

Later, when the State Department 
began pointing out the potential dan-
ger to America of transferring these 
weapons, now, remember, all these 
weapons, someday we may be in a con-
flict with the Chinese, and those early 
defense systems and those radar sys-
tems may be used to shoot down Amer-
ican pilots, and that did not escape the 
attention of some of the people in our 
government, some of the watchdogs. 

When some of our watchdogs began 
to raise questions about the transfer of 
these weapons, President Clinton, 
again, inexplicably gave the Commerce 
Department authority over the ap-
proval of certain of these strategic sys-
tems. It was no longer the State De-
partment but the Commerce Depart-
ment under Ron Brown then would 
have the ability to approve these trans-

fers or at least some of these transfers 
of weapons. 

Why did that happen? It made it easi-
er to transfer these weapons, this 
American technology, because the 
State Department was taking a harder 
line than Secretary of Commerce Ron 
Brown. 

Why did Loral want to transfer these 
weapons in the first place? The missile 
and rocket technology, why did Loral 
want to provide this to the Chinese? 
Today, Hughes Technology, Hughes 
Corporation, that is one of the compa-
nies that are being accused of helping 
the Chinese upgrade their rockets, they 
vehemently deny that they have ever 
transferred any technology or that 
they did anything to upgrade the tech-
nology of the Communist Chinese. 
Hughes Technology has denied that. 
Unless it is proven otherwise, I would 
choose to believe that Hughes is telling 
the truth in this particular case. 

Loral, on the other hand, Mr. 
Schwartz has been around Capitol Hill 
in the last couple of weeks; and from 
what I understand, he has told people 
that what he did is not illegal. That is 
the defense. It was not illegal. 

Of course, we need to know whether 
or not it was illegal at the time this 
transfer of technology took place and 
the rockets, Chinese Communist rock-
ets and missiles were upgraded. We 
need to know whether it was legal at 
that time, and when did it become 
legal for it to happen, and why did it 
become legal for us to transfer tech-
nology to a Communist dictatorship 
which enables them to launch nuclear 
weapons against the United States. 

But is there not even a question here 
beyond what is legal? Is it wrong for us 
to expect that American businessmen 
have some sort of moral considerations 
in what they are doing? 

I fought here for years trying to con-
vince the American business commu-
nity that we should not be making a 
fast buck in Communist China while 
Christians are being persecuted, while 
you have got massacres going on at 
Tiananmen Square and the Muslims in 
the far reaches of China and with the 
Tibetans. 

Is it not immoral with us to go over 
and do business with a Hitler-like re-
gime, even though they are permitting 
us to set up a company there? Is that 
not immoral? Should we not have some 
moral considerations about this? 

The businessmen always come to me 
and say, oh, forget that. That is so 
much hogwash. We are going to make 
them more liberal because we are going 
to be there with our values on the 
scene. That will affect these Chinese 
decision makers. 

I want my colleagues to know that 
over 50 American businessmen have 
made that argument to me, and I have 
asked almost all of them the same 
question: When you have been to 
China, have you ever raised the human 
rights issue with the government offi-
cials in the area in which you are man-
ufacturing? I have asked that question. 

Guess how many American business-
men have answered in the affirmative? 
Oh, I have stepped forward, and I have 
advocated what Americans should ad-
vocate. I have advocated freedom with 
these people, and I have told these 
local officials they should not be clos-
ing down the local churches. They 
should not be throwing believers in 
jail, and they should not be suppressing 
freedom of speech. I stood up for that 
with these local officials. 

Not one American businessman has 
ever told me that. Not one. 

Now we have come to the point we 
have blurred right and wrong. We have 
blurred the difference between a dicta-
torship and a democracy so that our 
businessmen do not even know the dif-
ference between giving technology to a 
Communist Chinese dictatorship that 
would threaten every man, woman, and 
child in this country with nuclear in-
cineration. 

Ladies and gentlemen, make no 
doubt about it, today we are in greater 
peril because American technology has 
been given to a Communist dictator-
ship which will enable them to deliver 
nuclear weapons to the United States 
more effectively. 

Does someone not have a moral obli-
gation not to do that to his friends and 
neighbors? I do not say that we always 
have to run across the street and help 
someone who is being attacked by 
thugs. At least we should call the po-
lice. But, at the very least, we should 
not sell the thugs brass knuckles so 
that they can beat up the fellow even 
more, so they can beat up our family. 

Some of these questions are impor-
tant questions, not only the legal ones 
but also the moral questions. The 
moral questions need to be asked as 
well, and there will be hearings on the 
subject. 

Why was this administration greas-
ing the skids for this dastardly activ-
ity? As I say, Hughes Corporation de-
nies that there was any transfer on 
their part and that they did not do 
anything. So skip back to Bernie 
Schwartz and Loral who now claim 
that, well, I did this or I did some of 
these things, but it was legal. 

Why did the administration go along 
with it? Why did the administration 
act in a way that undercut the inves-
tigation, the prosecution of Loral for 
jeopardizing the American people’s 
safety? 

It is my sad duty, and I hope that 
this is permitted, to note that Bernard 
Schwartz, CEO of Loral Corporation, 
was the biggest single contributor to 
President Clinton’s reelection effort 
with over $1 million in direct contribu-
tion and soft money being given by Mr. 
Bernard Schwartz to the Democratic 
Party. 

Was this the reason that the Presi-
dent acted in a way that would under-
cut the prosecution of Loral for trans-
ferring weapons technology, nuclear 
rocket technology to the Communist 
Chinese? I cannot say that. We can 
never say absolutely. But it is some-
thing that we need to think about, and 
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we need to ask questions about it and 
need to get to the bottom of it. 

Then, in the last 2 days, we hear 
about Johnny Chung. During the elec-
tion we all remember that name back 
there somewhere. Republicans were 
yelling about a guy named Johnny 
Chung. Now we find out, and from re-
cent articles, that Johnny Chung, this 
Democrat wheeler and dealer, had 
$100,000 that he gave to the Democrats. 
Of course, they gave some of it back 
after Republicans raised a stink. 

But this $100,000 that he transferred 
to Democratic coffers, where did John-
ny Chung’s money come from? We now 
find out it came from the People’s Lib-
eration Army in Communist China. If 
you look closer, it was not just the 
People’s Liberation Army in Com-
munist China. That was not just the 
source of the money. It was a lieuten-
ant colonel in the People’s Liberation 
Army who is deeply involved in the de-
velopment of their missiles and rock-
ets. That is where Johnny Chung’s 
money came. That is just what we 
know. That is all we know. We know 
about that one source. 

We do not know that there might be 
other sources, hundreds of thousands of 
other dollars that were transferred into 
the President’s political coffers by the 
Communist Chinese during his reelec-
tion. This is perhaps one of the most 
dastardly acts that I have seen in just 
giving missile technology. That in and 
of itself is a dastardly act, giving mis-
sile technology to the Communist Chi-
nese. 

But that this administration not 
only did not act to stop it but seems to 
have acted in a way that greased the 
skids should be of concern to all Amer-
icans. This is a scandal that will not 
stop until we know the information. 

Mr. Speaker, I apologize if earlier 
that I made reference to some things 
that I was not supposed to make ref-
erence to. I, in fact, was referencing 
those things to say that what we are 
talking about today is so much more 
important and so much more under-
standable than those other things that 
the President was accused of. 

My intent was not to talk about the 
President’s personal life. Instead, it 
was to focus on the actions of the 
President, as he has taken actions that 
affect the life and security of each and 
every American, the life and security 
of our country. Nowhere is that more 
clear than in this issue of technology 
transfer. 

Again, let me close now by talking a 
little bit about what I consider the 
basic issue. We have already pointed 
out that, number one, there has been a 
transfer of technology paid for by the 
American people through our tax dol-
lars to the Communist Chinese that 
have helped perfect their nuclear weap-
ons delivery systems, something that 
goes to the heart of the security and 
safety of every American. 

We pointed out that those corpora-
tions, that when the watchdogs in our 
government have begun to try to put 

together a prosecution of those in-
volved with this breach of our security, 
perhaps the breaking of our law, that 
an action taken by the President may 
have undercut that prosecution. People 
are concerned about that. 

We have also shown that at least one 
major corporate leader involved with 
this transfer of American technology 
was the largest contributor to Presi-
dent Clinton’s reelection effort and 
that we have also shown that there is 
evidence that Communist Chinese 
money was transferred into that re-
election effort as well. 

But let us get right back to where it 
comes in. Why is this happening? This 
President, and people should not forget 
that, when this President first ran for 
office, he campaigned saying that 
President Bush was too soft on the 
Communist Chinese. AL GORE made 
statements saying that President Bush 
had coddled the Chinese. 

By the way, that quotation by Vice- 
President GORE was made because 
President Bush had agreed, and this 
was before Tiananmen Square, to per-
mit certain satellites to be launched on 
Chinese rockets. AL GORE character-
ized that during the election in 1992 as 
coddling these Communist dictators. 

I will have to admit that my reaction 
to President Clinton’s election was not 
as harsh as some of the other Repub-
licans. I, in fact, had been disappointed 
with President Bush that he did not 
take a tougher stand against the Com-
munist Chinese. 

I thought, well, gee, here is one area 
that I can work with this new Presi-
dent, and maybe he believes in human 
rights, which is the rhetoric that we 
were hearing during the election. 

Mr. Speaker, after becoming Presi-
dent of the United States, President 
Clinton immediately reversed his posi-
tion on human rights in China. Most 
Favored Nation’s status, all of a sud-
den, he has become this city’s most po-
tent advocate of Most Favored Nation’s 
status for China. He, in fact, when we 
were out of session for a week, an-
nounced, from now on, there would be 
no trade negotiations with Communist 
China in which human rights would 
even be brought up by the administra-
tion as part of those negotiations, 
something that President Bush and 
every president had done up until that 
point. 

In short, this administration imme-
diately raced in the opposite direction 
it claimed that it would take when 
President Clinton was running for re-
election. This is not the only example 
of that, but because we are talking 
about Chinese policy and the con-
sequences of the Chinese policy, I 
thought I would bring that up today. 

What we are really talking about is 
the fact that our government is not 
watching out for the interests of the 
American people. 

We can talk about changing the 
rules. I know the fellow who spoke 
right before I got up today was talking 
about changing the campaign finance 

rules. Right now, we have laws gov-
erning the election laws that thick. As 
long as we are relying on laws rather 
than trying to elect people with char-
acter, the American people will still 
suffer the kind of betrayals that we are 
talking about today. 

What we are talking about is a blur-
ring of right and wrong, a blurring of 
the distinctions between democratic 
governments and Communist govern-
ments, a blurring of the very basic 
moral fiber of our decision, moral fiber 
of our people, and the moral basis of 
our decision making. 

What we are talking about today also 
is an idea that, in some way, our elect-
ed people should be furthering the 
cause of some global strategy, rather 
than watching out for the interests of 
the American people. 

When you blur the moral distinctions 
and you forget the interest of the 
American people, we are asking for the 
kind of economic betrayals and, yes, 
even national security betrayals that 
are encompassed in my remarks today. 

The United States of America is the 
leading force and has been the leading 
force for democracy and honor and de-
cency since our inception. That is what 
the founding of our country was all 
about. 

Our country was about average peo-
ple having rights that are given by God 
and that government having no power 
except that which was given to the 
government by the consent of the gov-
erned. Our government and our coun-
try was supposed to be an example to 
the rest of the world. When we get 
away from that, from those concepts 
that our Founding Fathers wanted us 
to be, and if we start weakening our 
own people, instead of being the cham-
pion of democracy, our country will be 
a weak milk cow to the interest, spe-
cial interests for them to make money 
in projects all over the world. There is 
something wrong with that. 

Our American people do not have the 
same opportunities. The American 
middle class do not have the same op-
portunities as they had because we 
have intentionally permitted other 
countries to establish the rules of trade 
which suck wealth out of the pockets 
of our middle class and put them into 
other countries to build those coun-
tries. 

I say that those countries will never, 
will never rise up and never be part of 
a worthwhile global economy until 
they have had the reforms that are 
necessary for democratic government 
to exist in their countries. 

We cannot make Communist China 
into a democratic China by ignoring 
the dictatorial nature of their regime 
that controls that people and shoveling 
money out of the pockets of our middle 
class and jobs out of our own cities 
into the mainland of China. That strat-
egy will not work. It is an immoral 
strategy. It is a strategy that is a be-
trayal of our people. 

I would hope today that, as this crisis 
and this scandal emerges, and the out-
rage of the American people, that their 
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safety has just been put at risk, that 
they have been put at risk and that 
their safety has not been taken into 
consideration, that when this outrage 
sweeps America and they know their 
children and their families are now in 
jeopardy and in jeopardy because 
American technology has been placed 
in the hands of dictators, I hope that 
they will take a look a little deeper at 
some of the coverage of our news media 
into the frivolous scandals that I 
talked about earlier. And I am sorry if 
I made a personal reference to the 
President, but that is there. 

They have been turned off, perhaps, 
at looking at some of the things that 
we are doing here that are important 
to their security. America has got to 
wake up. Americans have got to under-
stand, or we are never going to be able 
to put a stop to this. This is only the 
first of many examples of where tech-
nology they paid for is being put to use 
to defeat them, to defeat their secu-
rity, and to defeat the prosperity of 
this country. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would hope 
that, before President Clinton goes to 
China, that we get to the bottom of 
this. The leadership in this House have 
committed themselves to hearings on 
this issue. I would hope that the Amer-
ican people would call their colleagues 
or their representatives, my col-
leagues, and to demand that we get to 
the bottom of this missile technology 
transfer before the President goes to 
China next month. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FILNER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. EDWARDS, today, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. FILNER, today, for 5 minutes. 
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. WOLF) to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. WOLF, today, for 5 minutes. 
f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FILNER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:) 

Mr. KIND. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. ROEMER. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. OBEY. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WOLF) and to include ex-
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CAMP. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. NEY. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1525. An act to provide financial assist-
ance for higher education to the dependents 
of Federal, State, and local public safety of-
ficers who are killed or permanently and to-
tally disabled as the result of a traumatic in-
jury sustained in the line of duty; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 15 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 19, 1998, at 10:30 a.m. for 
morning hour debates. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

9168. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; 
Addition to Quarantined Area [Docket No. 
97–056–12] received May 15, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

9169. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Procurement and Property Management, 
transmitting the Office’s final rule—Agri-
culture Acquisition Regulation: Preference 
for selected biobased products (RIN: 0599– 
AA00) received May 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9170. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—OMB Approval 
Numbers Under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act [FRL–6013–2] received May 14, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

9171. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; 
Michigan [MI67–01–7275; FRL–6003–6] received 
May 14, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

9172. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plan; Illi-
nois [IL169–1a; FRL–6012–7] received May 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

9173. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule—Physical Protection for Spent Nu-
clear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste 
(RIN: 3150–AF32) received May 14, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

9174. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Army’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 

Acceptance (LOA) to Greece for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98–26), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9175. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Chile 
(Transmittal No. DTC–40–98), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9176. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Committee For Purchase From People Who 
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting 
the Committee’s final rule—Procurement 
List; Additions—received May 15, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

9177. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Directors, Tennessee Valley Authority, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act from January 1, 
1997 to September 30, 1997, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight. 

9178. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries off 
West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Trip 
Limit Increases [Docket No. 971229312–7312– 
01; I.D. 042398C] received May 15, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

9179. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule— 
Magnuson-STEVENS Act Provisions; National 
Standard Guidelines [Docket No. 970708168– 
8073–02; I.D. 061697B] received May 14, 1998, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9180. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Service-Initiated 
Accounting Method Changes (Notice 98–31) 
received May 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9181. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Electronic Funds 
Transfer——Temporary Waiver of Failure to 
Deposit Penalty for Certain Taxpayers (No-
tice 98–39) received May 15, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9182. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Distribution of 
Stock and Securities of a Controlled Cor-
poration [26 CFR 1.355–2] received May 14, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 3433. A bill to amend the Social 
Security Act to establish a Ticket to Work 
and Self-Sufficiency Program in the Social 
Security Administration to provide bene-
ficiaries with disabilities meaningful oppor-
tunities to return to work and to extend 
Medicare coverage for such beneficiaries, and 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
to provide a tax credit for impairment-re-
lated work expenses; with amendments 
(Rept. 
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105–537), Referred to the Committee on the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 2202. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend the bone 
marrow donor program, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 105–538). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
House Concurrent Resolution 171. Resolution 
declaring the memorial service sponsored by 
the National Emergency Medical Services 
(EMS) Memorial Service Board of Directors 
to honor emergency medical services per-
sonnel to be the ‘‘National Emergency Med-
ical Services Memorial Service’’ (Rept. 105– 
539). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 3150. A bill to amend title 11 of the 
United States Code, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 105–540). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 3809. A bill to authorize appro-
priations for the United States Customs 
Service for fiscal years 1999 and 2000, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
105–541). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 

of Rule XXII, 
Mr. BOEHNER introduced A resolution (H. 

Res. 440) expressing the sense of the Congress 
that the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight should confer immunity from 
prosecution for information and testimony 
concerning illegal foreign fundraising activi-
ties; which was referred to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 519: Mr. HEFLEY. 
H.R. 1375: Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. BENTSEN. 
H.R. 1415: Mr. SCHUMER. 
H.R. 1782: Mr. CAMPBELL. 
H.R. 1813: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1995: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. GEJDENSON, 

Ms. LEE, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
GREEN, Mr. WISE, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms. 
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KIND of Wisconsin, and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 2009: Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 

MARKEY, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. DAVIS 
of Virginia, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, and Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. 

H.R. 2499: Mr. MCDADE, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and 
Mr. METCALF. 

H.R. 2504: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and 
Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 2752: Mr. STUMP, Mr. GIBBONS, and Mr. 
BROWN of California. 

H.R. 2760: Mr. BASS, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska. 

H.R. 2817: Mr. HERGER, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
and Mr. HEFLEY. 

H.R. 2840: Mr. TALENT and Mr. SANDLIN. 
H.R. 2884: Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 2990: Mr. MANTON, Mr. HALL of Texas, 

and Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 3333: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. 

PALLONE. 
H.R. 3341: Mr. DOOLEY of California. 
H.R. 3396: Mr. RILEY and Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 3570: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. BENTSEN. 
H.R. 3615: Ms. CARSON and Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 3792: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. COBURN. 
H.R. 3820: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin. 
H.R. 3835: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. LEACH, Mr. 

BONIOR, and Mr. FROST. 
H. Con. Res. 207: Mr. PAUL. 
H. Res. 425: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 

FARR of California, Mr. BROWN of California, 
and Mr. MILLER of California. 
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